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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed 4/30/2007 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Applicant states in the first paragraph on page 2 of the remarks that 
"Examiner and Applicant concluded Swale discloses that real time means that 
charge information is sent just after the call ends." 

The examiner would like to clarify that this is not the conclusion of the examiner. 
The rejection clearly states in the paragraph bridging pages 3 and 4 that, "...the Swale 
reference clearly shows that call charge information (i.e. the necessary number, charge 
band, and timing details) is sent as a message to the second exchange in real time 
(which is clear from the Swale reference since it happens while the call is in existence, 
i.e. real time...). Therefore the examiner clearly is stating that Swale teaches real time 
as meaning while the call is in existence. 

However, the examiner did concede that Swale does not teach, "real time 
charging" (Swale only teaches sending charge information in real time), since the actual 
charging takes place after the call has ended, and for this reason the combination of 
Granberg and Swale was shown, (see page 4 "However, Swale does not specifically 
disclose that call charge information is for use in real time charging and...") 

Therefore, the examiner has shown that Swale teaches call charge information 
being sent from the first exchange to the second exchange in real time, and Granberg 
teaches using call charge information for use in real time charging. 
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Applicant argues, "Granberg fails to teach the following: wherein call 
charges a rising... while the telecommunication link is in existence." In the 
paragraph bridging pages 2 and 3 of the remarks. 

In response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, one 
cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections 
are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 
USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 
1986). 

The examiner never asserted that Granberg taught the entire limitation being 
argued from the remarks paragraph bridging pages 2 and 3. This limitation was shown 
in the combination of Swale and Granberg, where it was clearly shown that Swale 
actually taught the majority of this limitation, (see non final office action pages 2-4). 
Granberg was merely combined to show the limitations of using call charge information 
for use in real time charging and using Advice of Charge (AoC) parameters, (see first 
full par. on page 4 of the rejection). 

Applicant further argues that, "Granberg does not disclose messaging 
from one party's exchange to another's exchange." And "Therefore Granberg 
does not show real-time charging being sent from a calling party to a called party 
as the examiner has asserted." 

In response to applicant's argument, again the examiner would like to point out 
that the limitations being argued was shown in the combination of references. First, 
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Swale clearly shows messaging call charge information from one exchange to the other 

(i.e. messaging from one party's exchange to the other, which the applicant argues 

Granberg does not teach, and the examiner has shown that Swale teaches this 

limitation), as explained in the rejection page 3, where the examiner states: 

"The examiner is asserting that the instruction signal from exchange A to 
exchange B contains the necessary information to create the Call Detail Record, 
which information comprises of the necessary number, charge band, and timing 
details (this reads on the call charge information sent as messages). This charge 
band information clearly reads on "call charge information" as cited in the claims, 
and this information is sent to the second exchange, as also recited in the claims. 
Therefore, the call detail record is created based on this call charge information 
sent from the first exchange to the second. Therefore, the Swale reference 
clearly shows that call charge information (i.e. the necessary number, charge 
band, and timing details) is sent as a message to the second exchange in real 
time (which is clear from the Swale reference since it happens while the call is in 
existence, i.e. real time, which shows the real time information offered to the 
called subscriber.)" 



Next, for the argument that "Granberg does not show real-time charging being 
sent from a calling party to a called party as the examiner has asserted.", it is shown in 
the rejection that this limitation is explained by the combination of Swale and Granberg. 
Swale clearly teaches real time call charge information being sent from the calling party 
to the called party (seethe cited passage from the non final rejection directly above), 
and Granberg teaches using call charge information for use in real time charging. 
Therefore, the combination shows "call charge information is sent as messages to the 
second telecommunications exchange such that call charge information is configured 
for use in real time charging..." as claimed. 
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Applicant further argues, that no person of ordinary skill in the art would 
have been motivated to even consider Granberg's disclosure of AoC and real- 
time charging in combination with Swale. 

In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071 , 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re 
Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, the examiner 
asserted that the motivation for doing so would have been for the purposes of providing 
AoC service efficiently to mobile subscribers (column(s) 3, line(s) 29-34). 

Further the applicant argues that Granberg teaches away since he mentions that 
it is impossible for the visiting MSC currently serving the roaming mobile to calculate the 
total cost of the incoming call. However, this citation of Granberg was being explained to 
be a problem with the prior art and it was an object to overcome using the present 
invention of Granberg. Therefore, Granberg is not teaching away from the invention, but 
solving a problem that would allow for the invention to work properly and allow for AoC 
services to be efficiently provided to mobile subscribers. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1,6-9, 14-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Swale et al (5,822,41 1) in view of Granberg (6,195,543). 

Regarding claims 1 and 9. Swale teaches a system and method for providing 
call charge information in a telecommunication link between a calling subscriber (party 
A, fig. 3) and a called subscriber (party B, fig. 3), comprising a first terminal connected 
to a first local telecommunication exchange (party A connects to LEC A, fig. 3); and a 
second terminal connected to a second local telecommunication exchange (party B 
connects to LEC B, fig. 3), wherein call charges arising for the telecommunication link 
are determined in the first telecommunication exchange and corresponding call charge 
information is sent as message to the second telecommunication exchange such that 
the call charge information is configured for use in real time charging while the 
telecommunication link is in existence (col. 5, In. 28 to col. 6, In. 40; figs. 2-3). Swale 
teaches: Steps 154, 156: exchange A responds to the acceptance by instructing 
exchange B to set up its own Call Detail Record for the call, naming party B as the 
calling party: this signal n.e., the instructing signal from exchange Al will contain the 
necessary number charge band and timing details as exchange B will not previously 
have recorded such information . Exchange B then reacts by creating the Call Detail 
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Record in its own store 13. (Alternatively, if the network is set up to permit an exchange 
to create charges for other exchanges, exchange A could set up the new record, as in 
the case of FIG. 2 ). Exchange B only stores the CDR in its own storage 13. However, 
the charge band (i.e. which reads on call charge information) is sent from exchange A, 
as indicated in the cited portion above. The examiner is asserting that the instruction 
signal from exchange A to exchange B contains the necessary information to create the 
Call Detail Record, which information comprises of the necessary number, charge 
band, and timing details (this reads on the call charge information sent as messages). 
This charge band information clearly reads on "call charge information" as cited in the 
claims, and this information is sent to the second exchange, as also recited in the 
claims. Therefore, the call detail record is created based on this call charge information 
sent from the first exchange to the second. Therefore, the Swale reference clearly 
shows that call charge information (i.e. the necessary number, charge band, and timing 
details) is sent as a message to the second exchange in real time (which is clear from 
the Swale reference since it happens while the call is in existence, i.e. real time, which 
shows the real time information offered to the called subscriber.) Swale further teaches 
(from claim 9) the ideas of sending an acknowledgement signal for the acceptance of 
call charges by the called subscriber in column 6 lines 13-20, and terminating the link 
based on the call charge information in column 5 lines 60-62 and column 3 lines 18-24. 

However, Swale does not specifically disclose that the call charge information is 
for use in real time charging and the use of an Advice of Charge (AoC). 
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Granberg teaches the use of the well-known Advice of Charge (AoC, column(s) 
3, line(s) 35 through column(s) 4, line(s) 15) for the purpose of providing AoC service 
efficiently to mobile subscribers (column(s) 3, line(s) 29-34). He further discloses the 
idea of call charge information being used in real time charging in column 3 lines 39-46. 
see where it is explained that the AoC parameters are determined and sent to the node 
currently serving the mobile. The mobile then receives the AoC parameters from the 
node and a cost for the call is displayed to the mobile subscriber. This all happens while 
the call is in place, thus the call charge information is used in real time charging. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to utilize the teachings of Granberg into the teachings of 
Swale. The motivation for doing so would have been for the purposes of providing AoC 
service efficiently to mobile subscribers (column(s) 3, line(s) 29-34). 

Regarding claims 6 and 14. Swale further teaches the call charge information 
sent creates a call charge account for the called subscriber in real time (col. 5, In. 65- 
67). 

Regarding claims 7 and 15. Swale further teaches the call charge information 
sent determines a threshold value with respect to an upper limit for the call charges to 
be taken over by the called subscriber (fig. 3, col. 5, In. 41 to col. 6, In. 20). 

Regarding claims 8 and 16. Swale further teaches the call charge information 
sent indicates the call charges on a display device of the second terminal, while the 
telecommunication link is in existence (col. 8, In. 26-34). 
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4. Claims 2-3 and 10-1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over the grounds of rejection as applied to claims 1 and 9 above, and further in view of 
Lampola (6,668,052). 

Regarding claims 2 and 10. The combination of Swale and Granberg teach the 
limitations of the previous claims. Swale further teaches that the call charge information 
is sent to the second telecommunication exchange (column(s) 6, line(s) 40 to column(s) 
7, line(s) 35). 

However, Swale and Granberg do not teach that the call charge information is 
sent to the second telecommunication exchange as APM ISUP message to utilize 
services and service attributes. 

Lampola teaches the use of APM ISUP message in conjunction with call setup 
from the first exchange to the second exchange (col. 5, In. 62 to col. 6, In. 7). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to utilize the teachings of Lampola into the teachings of 
Swale and Granberg. The motivation for doing so would have been to provide a new 
type of method and system for signaling used for call setup that enable cooperation 
between different type of networks in a manner transparent to the user, so that the user 
will perceive it as consistent cooperation regardless of the system to which the terminal 
equipment is connected. (Lampola column 3 lines 5-15) 

Regarding claims 3 and 1 1 . Lampola further teaches the content of the APM 
ISUP message is determined by APPs (col. 5, In. 62 to col. 6, In. 7). 
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5. Claims 4-5 and 12-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over the grounds of rejection- as applied to claims 3 and 1 1 above, and further in view of 
Fabritius et al (6,345,182). 

Regarding claims 4-5 and 12-13. The combination of Swale, Granberg, and 
Lampola teach the limitations of the previous claims. Lampola further teaches the APPs 
comprise an application-independent part that includes information on the APM ISUP 
message (col. 5, In. 62 to col. 6, In. 7). 

However, Swale, Granberg, and Lampola do not teach that the APPs comprise 
an application-dependent part that includes information on call charge information. 

Fabritius teaches the APPs comprise an application-dependent part that includes 
information on call charge information (col. 6, In. 14-26). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to utilize the teachings of Fabritius into the teachings of 
Swale in view of Granberg and Lampola. The motivation for doing so would have been 
to provide method and system for the communication of tariff information from an 
external charge determination point to a mobile switching centre acting as charging 
point for a called mobile terminal, depending upon the classification of the call. 
(Fabritius column 2 lines 27-32) 
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Conclusion 

6. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Michael T. Thier whose telephone number is (571 ) 272- 
2832. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday thru Friday 8am-5pm, 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Due Nguyen can be reached on (571 ) 272-7503. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 



Application/Control Number: 10/050,034 



Page 12 



Art Unit: 2617 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




Michael T 
Examiner 
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